DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

OFFICE OF SMART GROWTH
PO Box 204
TRENTON NJ 08625-0204

JON S. CORZINE JOSEPH V. DORIA, JR. BENJAMIN SPINELLI

Governor Commissioner Executive Director

February 22, 2008

The Honorable Frank W. Minor
Mayor of Logan Township

125 Main Street

Bridgeport, NJ 08014

Re: Logan Township Petition for Initial Plan Endorsement — Consistency Report
Dear Mayor Minor:

The Office of Smart Growth (OSG) and our State aggrartners have reviewed the Initial Plan
Endorsement petition submitted by Logan Townshipctmsistency with the State Development
and Redevelopment Plan (State Plan) and wouldttikeommend the Township for its active
participation and dedication to the Plan Endorsdrmercess. However, significant consistency
issues remain that need to be resolved prior to '©®3&ommendation for endorsement.
Pursuant to N.J.A.C. 5:85-7.5(f), OSG requeststamtdil information as outlined below in order
to recommend the Logan Township petition for Ihiéan Endorsement by the State Planning
Commission (SPC). OSG and our State agency pargrer committed to working with the
Township to establish a timeline to address thesistency issues to receive Plan Endorsement
from the SPC. Alternatively, the Township may wientonsider withdrawing its current petition
and resubmitting a new petition under the Plan Esaelaent guidelines adopted by the State
Planning Commission on October 17, 2007. The falgwsummarizes issues that must be
addressed through the Initial Plan Endorsementrént)r process before OSG can make a
recommendation to the SPC finding the petition =tast with the State Plan.

Consistency Issues

Balancing Growth

With the large amount of growth anticipated in tbevnship, OSG and State agency partners
expect action to be taken such that developmebalenced with preservation. The creation of
centers provides the opportunity to absorb growthgpropriate locations while preserving areas
desired for open space, agriculture, or other uwdefimited intensity. However, the mere
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designation of centers is not enough to ensuregtawth occurs in the appropriate locations.
The Township must also put in place complementagasures that limit growth potential
outside of centers and adequately protect the emvinWhile the Township has downzoned the
former R-1 and R-2 zones to R-5 (1 dwelling unit pecres), this is generally not sufficient to
discourage growth and in fact, often results iragpr The township must take additional action
to better balance growth and prevent sprawl inetidrons, such as the creation of a transfer of
development rights program.

Proposed Centers

The following subsections describe problems astetiaith each of the three proposed centers,
which range in nature from appropriateness asatitwt for targeted growth to center boundaries
and conceptual design. In general, OSG and Statecggartners think it more appropriate to
direct growth to one area of the municipality rattiean three and encourage the Township to
propose a center that is compact and environmgraplbropriate while still able to
accommodate planned growth. If one, compact cepteves insufficient for meeting the
Township’s affordable housing obligation, it coydtbpose a second small aadpropriately-
sitedcenter.

Repaupo Village Center

The proposed location for this center has invol@desconcern from State agencies. Its position
off US Highway 130 and County Route 684, which tsva-lane road, could pose severe traffic
congestion problems with the planned addition @08, residents and accompanying jobs and
services. Despite this serious problem, the siga mlontains no measures to alleviate traffic
congestion by providing for bicycle or pedestrimmmections to the center of activity planned in
the Bridgeport Town Center. This omission wouldther detract from efficient circulation
around the township and increase dependence andtw vehicle for local travel. The site also
contains environmental constraints, including caiti habitat, that contribute to it being an
inappropriate location for a center.

The Repaupo Village Center is further problematiew assessed with the State Plan criteria for
Village Centers. First, despite a maximum grosssifgrof 3.75 units per acre, the ordinance is
written such that a developer could still developoaighly two dwelling units per acre, far below
the density expected of a village center. Howeeeen if the Repaupo Village Center were
developed at 3.75 housing units per acre, thisijeissbelow that of the non-growth areas in the
town zoned VR-A, VR-B, and VR-C, making the zonisgmewhat indistinct between the
centers and the environs. In addition to this,démeter has a potential gross housing density of
3,887 people per square mile, notably less tha® @0 per square mile prescribed by the State
Plan. While OSG is flexible in applying these aide Logan’s centers in particular must have
higher density standards to relieve non-growth sasfadevelopment pressure. These two issues
have the potential to undermine much of Logan’skmmwards the smart growth principles
espoused by the State Plan and its goals of balgngiowth with the preservation of the
township’s historic character.

In addition, the concept plan indicates a centsigihethat is neither compact nor provides easy
access for residents to navigate between the pedpwdlages’/neighborhoods and between the
proposed villages/neighborhoods and the “town ¢&otee. One barrier to ease of access is the
requisite 100 acres of open space, particularly gsshown on the concept plan in the heart of
the center. Irrespective of its location, 100 a@iespen space is too large for a center, which is
to be compact. While center residents must havesado open space for both active and passive



recreation purposes, open space should not cdaesstich a large portion of the total center.
Instead, these large tracts of open space shouttbibg@ained outside of the centers to ensure the
preservation of the environs.

Finally, the proposed center boundaries includdiguos of PA-5 (Environmentally Sensitive
Planning Area) along the center’'s eastern boundamynsequently, the center would necessitate
the designation of agriculture and river corrideit® incorporated into the development code in
order to ensure the protection of valuable natueaburces in this area generally considered
inappropriate for growth. While we recognize thhistcenter is the result the Settlement
Agreement with The Villages at Logan LLC., we dd believe the Repaupo Village Center to
be a suitable location for growth and advocate tha township to find a more appropriate
location in which to meet its affordable housingdigdition and to generally plan for growth.

River District Village Center

The Office of Smart Growth and State agency pastder not view the proposed River District
Village Center as an appropriate place for targgreavth. As described on page 41 of Logan’s
Housing Element/Fair Share Plan, the area has andabce of natural resources, including a
significant amount of wetlands (estimated in theuslog Element as covering 65% of the
proposed center), tidal marshes, and vernal paidb. these conditions, it is not surprising that
much of the site is located in a PA-5 (Environméyt&ensitive Planning Area).

In addition, center design is not in accordancén \@tate Plan criteria. First, the proposed 2.5
dwelling units per acre is below the minimum densitpected of a village center. Again, while
OSG is flexible in applying these criteria, Logan&nters in particular must have higher density
standards to relieve non-growth areas of developrpegssure. Other proposed development
standards for the center do not capture OSG's tifitgrcenters. In the concept plan submitted,
uses are isolated from one another and developagit whole is not planned in a compact
manner. Development standards for the entire PUDiragividual uses do not meet the intention
of center-based development, including the promotibwalkability through a mix of land uses
within the core and reduced setback requirements.

Furthermore, the existing and planned transportatiothis area is insufficient to handle such

intense growth. Specifically, the Raccoon Creekid®i replacement project scheme does not
currently accommodate any future widening of Rol8® or any access ramps that would

support development in the proposed River Distfitthge Center.

While we recognize that this center is the redwdt $ettlement Agreement with Raccoon Creek
LLC., we do not believe this to be a suitable lawafor targeted growth and advocate for the
Township to find a more suitable location in whtohmeet its affordable housing obligation and
in which to generally plan for growth.

Bridgeport Town Center

The location of this center is more suitable fantee-based development than are the other two.
However, several modifications would have to be entm center boundaries and concepts for
development before State agencies could suppatesgnation.



First, the proposed center boundary encompasses ohdee Route 322 corridor within the
township. As such, the size and layout of this pegal center is antithetical to the compact
development form intended for centers in the SRl8;. The Township should revise center
boundaries to provide the benefits associated witimpact development patterns, including
increasing transportation options and cost savi(igfastructure provision, commuting),
protecting natural resources, improving communéglth, and enhancing a sense of place.

Similarly, center boundaries should be delineatecetlect physical features such as streets and
streams or changes in the character of developrientever, the Office of Smart Growth does
not support major roads such as Route 322 crosisinggh the middle of centers; instead, these
should serve as center edges. Centers should &leplmiats for community activity with all areas
of the center accessible to residents. Route 32ddveerve as a major barrier for individuals
attempting to move from the northern portion of demter to the southern and vice versa. The
boundaries should be redrawn with Route 322 ser@sgan edge to enhance accessibility
throughout the center.

The plans for the center development should inclgasater detail regarding land uses both
graphically (“Bridgeport Town Center Development n€Cept”) and within the proposed
ordinance (“Preliminary Bridgeport Town Center Qagf). It is unclear how gateway
commercial and regional office/commercial will @ifffrom the types of commercial uses desired
for mixed-use areas. In general, town centers shprdvide a vertical (within a building) and
horizontal (within a given block or limited area)ixmof land uses at a scale conducive to
walking. New town centers should be reflect thisaidwith design features such as smaller lot
sizes, minimal or zero setbacks, a mix of land tisesughout the center. The Township should
consider expanding the mixed-use district to en@sa@ greater portion of the proposed center.
Minimum setbacks for certain uses—notably retdikef—are too large to be inviting to the
pedestrian. While there is a need to provide thaegteian with some distance from Route 322,
this could occur through a buffer on the street sifl the pedestrian path rather than on the
building side. The overlay ordinance should begsedito reflect the concepts described above
and the language should be tightened to guaramnéciype of development it strives to invoke.

It is also important to recognize and plan for thereased traffic that can be expected with
commercial development even in areas accessiblaltbynative means of transportation. The
plans submitted by the Township lack a detailectgigison of measures the Township will take
to alleviate the additional traffic that would ocalong the Route 322 corridor. The Township
should design a gridded parallel road network b# State highway system to provide the
additional access opportunities necessary to niigangestion.

Finally, as the center is very close to Woolwichwhship—with proposed boundaries adjacent
to the municipal border—the State agencies wolde to see Logan plan for this center with
Woolwich. From a transportation perspective, thl8san opportunity to coordinate design
strategies that will prevent the worsening of ctinods and perhaps even improve the
transportation network in both municipalities anildng the Route 322 corridor. From an
economic development perspective, it is an oppdstun ensure that economic development
plans are not competing and are instead compatibMays that can support the growth of both
municipalities. The “Managing Change” study produdey the Delaware Valley Regional

Planning Commission (DVRPC) could provide suggestitor planning for the corridor in a

comprehensive and cooperative manner.



Statement of Community Visioning and Public Particpation

Though the petition and supporting documents indidhat several meetings were held to
discuss the Plan Endorsement process and provgtatapity for public comment, this does not
meet the requirements of a visioning process. &telof a vision, the Township’s amended
petition continues to list the goals and objectieésthe 2005 Master Plan Re-Examination
Report and a brief description of the communityltufe of unknown origins; meeting minutes
provided as support indicate that there were oppdrés to comment on the master plan re-
examination report, to report on the pre-petitioeeting, and to receive feedback on the draft
Plan Endorsement petition. However, the visioningcpss should include a series of
participatory exercises in which all stakeholdees/én the opportunity to develop a shared
conception of their desired future. Visioning sktbabnsist of forums of different types in which
residents do not merely comment on information gamesd to them, but also help to create plans.
Logan should engage its residents in a series@teses in which stakeholders can interact with
one another and exchange ideas on their desirethdofuture of their community, ultimately
coming to a general consensus that can be summanitzea vision statement that guides future
planning efforts and is consistent with the StdenPThe Office of Smart Growth is available
for technical assistance with the visioning process

Up-to-Date Master Plan/Re-Exam Report

There are major inconsistencies between the PlaloiSement petition, the 2005 Master Plan
Reexamination Report, and the Housing Element/Fairare Plan. For example, the
Reexamination Report implies that most of the tdvipis growth should occur in the Route 322
corridor, while the petition distributes growth amgothe three centers. Meanwhile, the Housing
Element/Fair Share Plan discusses the possibiligyawth in all three centers, but goes to great
length to explain why two of the centers—Repaupd thie River District—are inappropriate for
growth. The extensive inconsistencies and subsiattianges in the intensity, location, and land
uses that has occurred since the previous Masterwas adopted in 1990 exposes the need for
the Township to develop a new comprehensive Md&ter that fully addresses the Township’s
new emphasis on growth. We recommend that the Tiopwrtseate a new Master Plan that does
not rely on an outdated and internally inconsismsitection of documents. A new Land Use
Element and consistent Housing Element and FaireSRian will be required in the Action Plan
stage, while other supporting elements are to beeldped during the Planning and
Implementation Agreement (PIA) stage.

Wastewater Management Planning

The Logan Township Municipal Utilities Authority (WA) is presently proposing the inclusion
of over 3.4 square miles (3,483 acres) of landsveateérs delineated as PA-5 on the Preliminary
State Plan Policy Map as sewer service area. Bhiiréctly contrary to the petition statement
“Logan Township accepts the New Jersey Prelimiday Update Delta Map-Cross Acceptance
lll, adopted by the State Planning Commission ily 2006, as it pertains to Logan Township as
a base.” This planning is also not consistent vdtate Plan policy for infrastructure in an
Environmentally Sensitive Planning Area (PA-5).

Another conflict between the Township’s proposedsWaater Management Plan, the 2005
Master Plan Reexamination Report, and the petiéioses from the proposed Planning Area
change from a Fringe Planning Area (PA-3) to a RBfanning Area (PA-4) and the provision
of sewer service. The Township noted in the petitimat, “Logan Township proposes changing
the Planning Area designation of the R-5 Zoningiizisfrom PA-3 (Fringe) to PA-4 (Rural) as
recommended by the Office of Smart Growth during fire-petition meeting process. This



designation is more appropriate for the R-5 zonpé&mitted development density and

agricultural nature.” Although the Township is seekto make the Planning Area change, the
Logan MUA has submitted a proposal to NJDEP fooveithg sewers to a portion of the

proposed PA-4 near the Villages of Repaupo profmdt outside of the proposed center
boundary. This planning is not consistent with &tBtan policy for infrastructure in a Rural

Planning Area.

Stormwater Management Program

A municipal stormwater management plan must beaygol by the county in which it is located.
The status of Logan’s stormwater management plaraires unconfirmed and, in order for its
Plan Endorsement petition to be recommended to Skee Planning Commission for
endorsement, State agencies will need to verify tlogan’s plan has received approval from
Gloucester County. If it is determined that the Tiship does not have an approved stormwater
management plan, changes will have to be madeetpl#m such that it receives county approval
prior to the endorsement recommendation.

Population, Household, and Employment Data

The petition includes several discrepancies in piggpulation, household, and employment
projections. First, it lists slightly different polation projections for the year 2025. While this
may seem like a minor discrepancy, the petitiorughdist a consistent number throughout the
document.

More significantly, the projections included in thiewnship’s petition do not account for the
proposed centers. The forecasts through the ye&dr [Xed in the petition generally match those
of the DVRPC. However, in instances where theneason to disagree with projections—such
as in the case of proposing centers for growth—pejections should be provided that account
for this growth. For example, total population gtbwor the three proposed centers indicates
16,101 new residents in the centers alone, nea@@09more people than is estimated for the
municipality’s total 2025 population. Depending thre timeframe anticipated for the build-out
of each center, these projections may not makeesangight of development plans. If the
residential and employment projections for eachtareare presumed accurate, the Township
should develop revised projections that accountémter proposals.

Infrastructure

The Township did not submit a Capital ImprovemerdgPam with the petition. If such a plan
exists, it shall revise the plan in the PIA stagenélp implement the Master Plan and support
growth.

Housing

The Housing Element/Fair Share Plan is inconsistasih internally and with the Plan
Endorsement petition. The plan does not set forsipexific course for fulfilling its affordable
housing obligation, but rather proposes multipleatens for housing while then explaining that
they are inappropriate. For example, the Route@R@dor is said to be favorable compared to
the other sites because of its location and gemerdlguration. The Villages at Repaupo is then
described as “...spread out in an elongated patt&m ™o logical order” (p. 40). This section
also describes the environmental constraints enetintp the proposed River District Village
Center/Raccoon Creek site. While State agenciesgnéze that Logan has a court mandate to
develop these arguably inappropriate areas forddfde housing, OSG cannot endorse plans
that recommend such inappropriate locations foord#ble housing. Inconsistencies also exist



between the Housing Element/Fair Share Plan anud Biaorsement petition, as areas proposed
as centers are described in the Housing Element8fare Plan as inappropriate for extensive
development. A new Housing Element and Fair Shéaa ®ill have to be developed that are
consistent with the Land Use Element and Plan Esaoent petition as well as itself.

Agriculture and Farmland

The southern area of the township contains aguralliands with a PA-2 (Suburban Planning
Area) designation that are not part of a proposader. The Township’s intent for these lands
thus remains unclear. If it wishes to retain thecadfural land, it should propose a planning area
change—most likely to a PA-4 (Rural Planning Areapd accompanying mechanisms to
transfer development away from this area.

Emergency Planning

The petition should include formal evidence thag Township has an Emergency Operating
Plan approved by the NJ State Police. OSG expleatghe approval letter, rather than the full
plan, will be part of the petition.

Planning and Implementation Agreement

Generally, the PIA should be formatted by subjeith worresponding numbering. OSG will
provide a template for this format. Through negtdns, the timeframes in the PIA will be
revised to be more specific (i.e. time periodsdmmpletion of specific tasks).

For PIA entries that require NJDOT assistance, Stete assistance column should have an
asterisk denoting the following: “When requestedDI®T will give priority consideration to
providing technical assistance consistent with pog requirements and subject to the
availability of State resources.”

General

* The Township shall submit drafts of all new andises planning documents required by
this PIA to OSG.

* The Township shall submit a biennial report to C&8@ the public concerning the terms
of this PIA and related efforts pursuant to NJA@%7.12(c). Due to the volume of
significant PIA items likely to be addressed in finst year, OSG will recommend to the
State Planning Commission that the first review fngshed up to a year after
endorsement.

* The Township shall coordinate with planning effodfs adjoining municipalities, the
County, State, and regional entities particularlgneerning: regional planning,
transportation, economic development, tourism, nahteesource protection and open
space and recreation.

* Upon the satisfactory completion of PIA items thesd to the fulfilment of all the
requirements for Advanced Plan Endorsement, OSG medommend to the State
Planning Commission that the Township receive AdednPlan Endorsement. The PIA
may then be adjusted accordingly.



Zoning

In addition to revising the zoning ordinance ascdbsd above, the Township shall
provide copies of its annual report of zoning atieg per the MLUL requirement
outlined in N.J.S.A. 40:55D-70.1

Circulation

As noted in the PIA proposed in the petition, thewiiship shall prepare an updated
Circulation Plan to help implement the master péard support growth. It shall be
revised to include more current information, sustthe limited NJ TRANSIT service to
the Pureland Industrial Park and the transportadigportunities and constraints created
by the proposed land use objectives outlined irPila@ Endorsement petition.

In the Circulation Plan, the Township shall devedpecific recommendations to improve
the local roadway network both within and outsidaters. The recommendations should
also establish the design parameters for creatiogiplete” streets that serve all modes
of transportation. The discussion should addressdle of on-street parking in creating
a pedestrian environment. The discussion shdstdadress specific improvements for
biking such as bike boulevards or other bike cotivieg improvements. The analysis
should compare the proposed roadway connectionartently pending subdivision and
site plan applications to ensure that opportunit@smake connections are not lost.
NJDOT will consider the possibility of technical sestance with circulation issues
depending on the availability of resources and ghlemission of a Plan Endorsement
petition more consistent with the State Plan.

The Township shall work with OSG, DOT, and NJ TRANSo that improvements for
roads and transit service are coordinated withezdmised development.

The PIA should contain an item that ensures codiperavith neighboring municipalities
in comprehensively planning for the Route 322 clami

Infrastructure (Utility Service Plan and Capital Im provement Program)

The Township shall prepare an updated Utility SerRlan to help implement the Master
Plan, to plan for service extensions in locatioesmded appropriate for growth, and to
support growth by ensuring the existence of sudfitinfrastructure capacity.

In terms of its water supply, the Township mustvimte evidence that it has adequate
firm capacity in order to serve the amount of gtodescribed in its petition.

The Township shall prepare an updated Capital Irgrent Program to help implement
the Master Plan by coordinating infrastructure stagent with plans for growth.

Economic Plan

The Township shall prepare an updated Economic ®Ridmelp implement the Master
Plan and support planned growth. It shall considarket conditions and needs, building
stock and land available in areas targeted for @man development, infrastructure
capacity, the skills of the local work force, andueational opportunity for skills
development. The plan shall include stakeholdersh sas community development
organizations, educational institutions, chambdrsammerce, and local businesses in
developing an economic development strategy.

Board of Education Five-Year Facilities Plan



* The Township shall prepare an updated Board of &thrt Five-Year Facilities Plan to
help implement the Master Plan and support growghehsuring sufficient school
capacity.

Environmental Justice Inventory

* The Township shall consider the information in B@vironmental Justice Inventory in
its planning efforts.

Agricultural Retention Plan
* As described in the petition, the Township shallepare an Agricultural
Retention/Farmland Preservation Plan that profestfarmland and agricultural industry
through the use of innovative planning techniquespnomic development, natural
resource conservation, and programs and policisggtain a viable agricultural industry.

Conservation Plan
» The Township shall prepare an updated Conserv&ian to help implement the Master
Plan and support growth while protecting naturabreces.

Historic Preservation Plan

* The Township shall prepare an updated Historic é?vasion Plan with a historic and
cultural resources inventory and detailed strage{pe the preservation, restoration, and
adaptive reuse of identified resources.

« The Township shall work with State agency partngrsidentify funding for the
preservation of historic structures identified e tHistoric Preservation Plan’s historic
resources inventory.

* As described in the 1990 Historic Preservation Pklwe Township shall study the
potential for a Historic District in Bridgeport. €township shall adopt the ordinances
necessary to create a Historic Preservation Cononisnd then commence a historic
survey to determine the appropriateness and patdmundaries for such a district. If
designated, the Township should then adopt apmigpdesign standards to protect the
character of the district.

Recycling Plan
» The Township shall prepare an updated Recycling Rdahelp implement the Master
Plan and support growth.

Community Facilities Plan
 The Community Facilities Element of the Townshipstea plan identifies significant
deficiencies in community facilities. However, thge of the document makes it difficult
to determine whether such conditions persist. Tvenship shall prepare an updated
Community Facilities Plan that reflects existingnddions, helps implement the new
Master Plan, and supports anticipated growth byiremg sufficient quantity and quality
of community facilities.

Conclusion

Pursuant to N.J.A.(5:85-7.5(f), the Township shall submit an amengetition within 90 days,
by May 22, 2008. Should the Township be unableréwide us with the necessary items within



the prescribed timeframe, the petition shall besatered withdrawn and no further action shall
be taken by OSG unless Logan Township resubmigtiagm for consideration.

On October 17, 2006, the State Planning Commissitmpted a resolution that authorizes OSG
to continue to work with petitioning entities towlar Plan Endorsement by allowing for an
extension of the time periods contemplated by tia¢eSPlanning Rules through the execution of
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and an agrgmhuAction Plan that establishes
timelines for completion and evaluation of the tasHdentified by the Action Plan. Any
extension of time authorized by an MOU would be toawent on the petitioning entity’s
compliance with a mutually agreed-upon Action Plaompliance with the MOU, and the
petitioning entity’s good faith efforts towards @hng Plan Endorsement

Should the Township choose to work under an Actten and MOU with the SPC, please
notify OSG within 30 days, by March 23, 2008. Hoee\this letter makes clear that the number
and nature of issues to be addressed in the ABtimm are extensive. Given the amount of work
that will be required to achieve consistency, thendfits associated with Initial Plan
Endorsement may not prove worthwhile. Instead, Tfevnship may want to consider
withdrawing its current petition and re-submittirey new petition under the new Plan
Endorsement Guidelines adopted by the State Plgr@ammission on October 17, 2007. While
the Township has a vested right to continue unkleriitial Plan Endorsement guidelines, we
recommend that it withdraw. New Plan Endorsemen& imore comprehensive review, but
includes greater benefits for the Township. WM be happy to meet with the Township to
discuss this option further.

Thank you again for your commitment to the Plan &sdment process. If you have any
guestions or concerns, please feel free to comhigh Jones, Planner for Gloucester County
within the Office of Smart Growth, at (609) 633-®l1or via email at
Leigh.Jones@dca.state.nj.us

Sincerely,

B LSM

Benjamin L. Spinelli
Executive Director

BLS:|]

C: Lyman Barnes, Logan Deputy Mayor
Linda L. Oswald, Logan Municipal Clerk
Karl Hartkopf, PP, AICP, Planning Director, OSG
Leigh Jones, Planner, OSG
Joy Farber, Chief Council, OSG
State Agenciesia email
Logan Township Plan Endorsement File



